Abstract: Recently, the homeownership rate of immigrants in Germany has increased by more than 20 percentage points. To shed light on this sharp rise, this paper investigates the driving forces of the trend in the homeownership rate of immigrant households in Germany between 1996 to 2005 and 2001 to 2011 using a probit-based non-linear decomposition method. Empirical findings suggest that 50 % of the change in immigrants' homeownership rate within the first time period can be explained by characteristics such as age and educational attainment. In the second time period, the explanatory power of characteristics is almost zero, indicating that it is rather the favorable economic and institutional environment as well as changes in immigrants' tenure choice process that contributed to the substantial increase in immigrants' homeownership rate in Germany. We additionally find that housing quality of immigrant homeowners has slightly improved as well, but that there is still a substantial nativity gap in housing quality among tenants as well as among owners.
Introduction
In the past, triggered by the seminal article of Chiswick (1978) , the economic performance of immigrants has mainly been analyzed by comparing immigrants' earnings and employment with that of comparable natives (Sinning 2010) .
Beside an investigation of assimilation in terms of labor market outcomes, longterm economic success of immigrants may also be measured by homeownership.
Among others, homeownership has the advantage that it is a more permanent and stable indicator of one's economic situation than income and permits both current and future consumption (Doiron and Guttmann 2009) , so that it does not only reflect current economic success but also the prospects for future generations (AbdulRazzak et al. 2015) . Besides, homeownership can be seen as an indicator of upward mobility and may reflect a strong commitment to the host country (Myers and Lee 1998; Constant et al. 2009 ). This might especially be true in Germany, where the acquisition of housing property requires a high amount of equity and where homeowners are often "one-time-buyers".
Beside the fact that homeownership allows inferences about the long-term integration success of immigration, it is important for a number of other reasons. Housing wealth constitutes the most valuable asset in a household's wealth portfolio and is an important savings vehicle. Consequently, it makes a significant contribution to the social and economic well-being of individuals (Krivo 1995) and plays a key role in providing long-term financial security (Sinning 2010) . In the light of the demographic change along with an aging population in numerous industrialized countries and the resulting pressure on the state pension systems, private retirement provision and housing equity therefore become even more important.
In Germany, a large share of immigrants is close to retirement age. This raises the question whether immigrants have accumulated sufficient (housing) wealth to provide for themselves later in life. New data on wealth holdings of immigrants draw a rather dramatic picture. Older immigrants, in particular those who came as guest workers from Turkey, exhibit a high risk of living in poverty.
1 Investigating the trend in homeownership of immigrants in Germany is also interesting since Germany's migration policy has substantially changed since the last century. While Germany has seen itself only as a temporary destination for immigrants for a long time, according to the Statistical Office of the European Communities, in 2016, it is the country with the largest number of non-nationals in absolute terms and with the 8th highest share of non-nationals among the EU-28 countries. 2 This is likely due to the fact that a lot of immigrants that came in the 60s and 70s stayed in Germany in contrast to previous expectations. Consequently, the longterm integration success as well as the economic performance of immigrants in Germany is of great significance for the social welfare system. Low access to homeownership for immigrants and systematic disparities in homeownership probabilities of natives and immigrants thus would be cause for major concern.
The German housing market is characterized by a low homeownership rate and strong borrowing conditions in comparison with other countries (Voigtländer 2009 ).
Low-income households often are excluded from the housing market. Given that immigrants often are at the lower end of the income distribution and have less time to accumulate enough wealth to meet the down payment requirement, one may expect that it is not easy for immigrants to generate housing wealth in Germany. Discrimination on the credit market and uncertainties about the future may additionally act upon immigrants' homeownership rate.
Nevertheless, we observe an overall increase in the demand of housing property in the last years (an de Meulen and Micheli 2013) and a particularly sharp increase of immigrants' homeownership rate in the last decade (Reimann et al. 2014) .
Part of the increase could simply reflect demographic and socio-economic influences, i. e. a change in the composition and characteristics of the population (Andrews and Caldera Sánchez 2011) . Another part of the increasing demand in housing is likely due to favorable macroeconomic conditions such as low interest rates and a positive economic development as well as the increasing awareness of the need for private retirement provision and the relative attractiveness of owner-occupied housing. However, the quantitative contributions of the driving forces and the factors explaining why the homeownership rate of immigrants has increased significantly more than that of natives are unknown.
Previous literature on the evolution of homeownership rates and nativity homeownership gaps largely concerns the US. Most of the studies find that homeownership has risen for all racial and ethnic groups and that the gap between racial or ethnic groups, respectively immigrants and natives, has declined. However, the causes for this decline largely remain inconclusive and seem to depend on the ethnic or racial group and the time period considered, among other things.
Recent empirical studies investigating immigrants' homeownership in Germany are rather scarce and have in common a focus on cross-sectional considerations (Sinning 2007; Constant et al. 2009; . To the best of our knowledge, the only study that investigates the evolution of homeownership rates of immigrants and natives in Germany over time is Sinning (2010) .
Therefore, this paper aims at analyzing the driving forces of the change in the homeownership rate of immigrants from 1996 to 2011 using a non-linear decomposition method based on Fairlie (2005) . The decomposition approach allows us to find out how much of the observed change can be explained by a change in individual-specific, household-and migration-related characteristics.
The remaining residual part may reflect a change in unobservable factors and a change in the weights the characteristics have in the housing tenure choice. The empirical analysis uses data drawn from the German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP) matched with housing market variables on a minimally aggregated regional level to control for overall changes in the housing market.
Thus, we contribute to the literature in a number of ways. First, we update the analysis of Sinning (2010) , which is based on data from 1984 to 2006, by using more recent data. The investigation of the development of the homeownership rate in recent years is especially interesting since its major changes and the greatest convergence of immigrants' homeownership rate towards that of natives can be observed in the years from 2007 onwards which are excluded from the analysis of Sinning (2010) . Second, using the non-linear decomposition method based on Fairlie (2005) , we are able to quantify the contribution of the overall explained part to the observed increase in the homeownership rate, namely the endowment effect, and the quantitative contribution of the specific covariates separately. Third, we employ additional covariates that are excluded from a lot of studies on homeownership differentials due to a lack of data. In specific, we include regional house prices on a low aggregated regional level 3 and include integration measures, such as language skills of immigrants, which have often been neglected in other studies (Constant et al. 2009 ), although they reveal additional insights about immigrants' cultural assimilation and commitment to the host country's society. Our results suggest that about 50 % of the 8 % point increase in immigrants' homeownership rate within the time period from 1996 to 2005 can be explained by characteristics, especially by individual-specific characteristics like age and education. Within the second time period from 2001 to 2011, the homeownership rate of immigrants increased by a similar amount, but this increase cannot be explained by a change in specific characteristics of immigrants during this time. The unconditional homeownership gap between natives and immigrants narrowed sharply, especially since 2007. However, we are not able to assign this to a convergence of characteristics of natives and immigrants.
We conclude that it is rather a change in the housing tenure choice process of immigrants along with favorable macroeconomic conditions that put together explain the great increase in the homeownership rate of the immigrant population. In particular, it seems largely to result from the lifting of borrowing constraints due to extremely low mortgage interest rates.
Although ownership is mostly accompanied by better living conditions, it does not necessarily lead to higher-quality dwellings.
To examine if the sharp increase in immigrants' homeownership rate has been accompanied by a change in housing quality, we additionally investigate the trend in housing quality of immigrant homeowners. We find that the housing quality of immigrant homeowners has improved only slightly from 1996 to 2011 and that there is a substantial nativity gap in housing quality among tenants as well as among owners.
The rest of this paper is structured as follows. The next section presents the related literature and embeds our work into wider context. Section 3 describes the institutional background and Section 4 outlines the data and reports descriptive statistics of the sample. Sections 5 and 6 present the methodology used, respectively the empirical results. Section 7 reports robustness checks and Section 8 is devoted to investigate the trend in immigrants' housing quality. Section 9 concludes our inquiry.
Related literature
Early contributions to the literature that analyzed the economic performance of immigrants focused on their assimilation towards comparable natives through labor-market-related outcomes such as wages and employment (Borjas 1985; Chiswick 1978; Sinning 2010) .
More recently, researchers have begun to investigate the wealth position of immigrants and natives and to quantify the wealth gap between them, respectively among immigrants and certain ethnic and racial groups, in order to assess the integration and assimilation success of immigration (Mathä et al. 2011) . In this context, there has evolved a large strand of empirical literature that puts the emphasis on specific components of wealth. Most of these studies examine homeownership differentials between natives and ethnic minorities.
Given the large number of studies on homeownership differentials, in the following, we will concentrate the literature review on those studies that are closest to the analysis at hand. Consequently, we review studies that perform a trend analysis and studies that have been undertaken with German data.
Trend studies
With regard to the methodology, our analysis is closely related to Coulson and Dalton (2010) who examine changes in homeownership rates over time. They use synthetic cohorts stratified by ethnic and age groups for five censuses over the 1960 to 2000 period and, as in the paper at hand, perform probit-based Oaxaca-Fairlie decompositions of the change in ownership rates. They find that homeownership rates increase over time for all cohorts and groups with the exception of older cohorts and that the endowment effect has little explanatory power with regard to the observed change in homeownership rates. Bostic and Surette (2001) also decompose the trend in homeownership rates of ethnic groups in the US and investigate the determinants contributing to it. They consider the period from 1989 to 1998 and additionally distinguish between several income groups. Just like Coulson and Dalton (2010) , they find that homeownership has risen for all groups. Their results suggest a decline in homeownership differences between minority and non-minority as well as between middle-and lower-income families. While the results indicate that changes in family-related characteristics largely cannot explain these declines, the authors conclude that it is the favorable economic circumstances during that time, in particular, changes in mortgage and housing markets as well as changes in the regulatory environment, which are responsible for the decline in the homeownership gap for lower-income families.
Andrews and Caldera Sánchez (2011) also use Fairlie's (2005) non-linear decomposition technique to examine recent increases in homeownership rates in numerous OECD countries. Different from our study, they investigate aggregated homeownership rates only. They show that part of the increase is due to changing household characteristics, in particular age, household structure, income and education. In most countries however, a substantial proportion of the change in homeownership rates remains unexplained by these changes. They conclude that the remaining part is likely to result from a relaxation of down payment constraints on mortgage loans and from policy measures such as innovations on the mortgage market as well as tax reliefs on mortgage debt financing.
Our study is also closely related to Borjas (2002) who investigates the determinants and trends of homeownership in immigrant households in the US over the period from 1980 to 2000. His findings indicate that the homeownership rate of immigrant households is lower than that of native households and that the nativity homeownership gap widened significantly over the period under consideration. As in the analysis of Coulson and Dalton (2010) , only a relatively small part of the homeownership gap can be attributed to background variables such as income and household composition. Instead, the author presents evidence that the homeownership gap can largely be attributed to differences in the location choices of immigrants and natives and especially to the changing national origin composition of the immigrant population.
A similar study is that of Gobillon and Solignac (2015) who investigate the differences in homeownership rates between first-generation immigrants and natives in France and the evolution of the gap over the period from 1975 to 1999.
The authors explicitly control for selection effects related to international migration flows by distinguishing between entrants, stayers and leavers.
They find substantial selection effects. Immigrant entrants have a lower homeownership rate than immigrant stayers who remained in the country over the period under consideration. Common with Borjas (2002) for the US, Gobillon and Solignac (2015) find that the homeownership gap has increased over the considered period. This is explained by the fact that the negative effect of entries into the territory due to lower mean age of entrants and their choices to locate in large cities where homeownership rates are low, is significantly larger than the positive effect of leavers. Kuebler and Rugh (2013) examine determinants and changes in racial and ethnic homeownership disparities over the whole period from 2001 to 2010 and for shorter time periods in between to survey the effects of the housing boom and collapse in the US at that time. Results reveal that during the peak years of the housing boom, the gap between whites and blacks as well as between whites and Puerto Ricans decreased. While the gap continued to narrow for Puerto Ricans during the crash, gains among blacks eroded. Results further suggest that differences in homeownership between whites, Asians, Mexicans and Cubans are mainly attributed to differences in their socio-economic status.
Studies using german data
The literature about immigrants' homeownership in Germany is surprisingly scant. One of the recent applications is Sinning (2010) who investigates the homeownership gap between immigrants and natives in Germany using data from the GSOEP and putting particular emphasis on the assimilation process of immigrant households. Employing a binary probit model, he examines the determinants of homeownership status for immigrants and natives in West Germany and finds that the probability of immigrant households to become homeowners is about 20 to 30 % points lower than the corresponding probability of comparable natives. Applying a double cohort model, the author further shows that the duration of residence in Germany does not affect immigrants' homeownership probability indicating a lack of assimilation in homeownership between natives and immigrants over the 1995 to 2006 period. By separating estimates for rural and urban regions, he ensures that the empirical findings are robust with regard to diverging location preferences of immigrants and natives.
A similar study is that of Constant et al. (2009) who also investigate immigrants' homeownership probability with a binary probit approach using GSOEP data. Instead of focusing on the assimilation process of immigrants, they explicitly account for ethnic identity as a potential influence factor on the housing tenure choice. They come to the same result as Sinning (2010) that the probability of immigrants to own their homes is significantly lower than that of natives, even after controlling for a variety of socio-economic, demographic and housing market characteristics. Moreover, they show that the probability of owning a home increases for immigrants with a stronger commitment to the host country. Davidov and Weick (2011) investigate the transition to homeownership of several immigrant groups and natives in West Germany in the period from 1984 to 2008. Based on GSOEP data and employing discrete time logistic hazard models, they find that a change from tenant to homeowner appears more often among natives than among immigrants, which is in line with the results of the two previously mentioned studies. Furthermore, they find that marital status, age, income, education and in contrast to Sinning (2010) also years since migration are important drivers of homeownership.
Also based on GSOEP data, Sinning (2007) examines both the gap in overall net wealth and in various wealth components, among others in own-occupied and other property, and comes to similar results as the aforementioned studies with respect to the nativity gap in homeownership rates. The semi-parametric decomposition analysis reveals that a substantial part of the overall wealth gap as well as the gap in specific wealth components result from differences in educational attainment, while income and immigrants' demographic characteristics do not have explanatory power. and Mathä et al. (2011) do not focus solely on homeownership either, but study the relative net wealth position of immigrant households in Germany as well as in Australia and the United States, respectively in Italy and Luxembourg. They come to similar results for Germany as Sinning (2007) in that the authors find a substantial wealth gap stemming from differences in educational attainment rather than from differences in income. Different from the results of Sinning (2007) , their findings suggest that demographic characteristics also contribute to the overall wealth gap. Dustmann and Mestres (2010) do not explicitly compare homeownership or wealth between immigrants and natives, but analyze property, savings and other asset holdings of immigrants in relation to their return plans. They argue that immigrants' return plans influence the distribution of savings and assets between their host and home countries and that savings and asset holdings of immigrants are seriously underestimated when neglecting the home country component.
Indeed, when considering ownership in the home and host country, the authors find that in 1988, the proportion of all immigrants (temporary and permanent) that holds property amounts to 49.9 % while that of natives only amounts to 43.6 %. Moreover, the authors find that immigrants with the intention to return are less likely to own a home in the host country and are significantly more likely to own property in the home country. also analyze saving differences between natives and immigrants in Germany. As in the paper at hand, they employ a non-linear decomposition method and find that the major part of the nativity gap in savings between natives and permanent immigrants can be explained by observable characteristics. In accordance with Dustmann and Mestres (2010) , they find that temporary immigrants save more with the intention to send remittances to the home country. Thus, the savings gap between natives and temporary immigrants is negative and can mainly be explained by higher preferences of temporary immigrants to save.
Finally, the study of Drever and Clark (2002) focuses on housing quality that is measured by ownership status, housing space, subjective measures and the location of the dwelling. Examining the housing conditions for immigrants between 1985 and 1998 in Germany, they find that there is a large gap in housing quality between German citizens and foreigners.
Summarizing, although there are differences depending on the country of origin, being an immigrant or belonging to a minority racial or ethnic group was in the past and still is associated with a significantly lower probability of owning a home (Painter et al. 2003; Coulson and Dalton 2010) . The empirical evidence about the evolution of homeownership gaps as well as the causes for the development of homeownership rates however remain controversial.
Institutional background
Germany has a relatively low homeownership rate in international comparison. This results primarily from substantial promotion of social housing after the Second World War, when suitable living space in Germany was scarce. Moreover, the German housing market is characterized by a rather liberal rental market, strong tenant protection and fewer subsidies for the construction of own-occupied residential property, facts that also contribute to the low homeownership rate (Voigtl¨ander 2009). However, in recent decades, the share of own-occupied houses increased constantly. According to the German Federal Statistical Office, in 1998, roughly 41 % of all German households lived in ownoccupied houses, while this percentage rose to almost 46 % in 2014. Homeownership rates differ substantially between regions. While in Berlin only around 14 % own their home in 2014, in Saarland, the homeownership rate amounts to almost 63 %. On average, homeownership rates in rural areas are more than twice as large as that in urban areas. 4 The affordability of residential property has increased almost continuously as well over the last years. After two decades of decline, mortgage interest rates have become extremely low and renting has become more expensive than the construction or purchase of self-occupied houses, so that financing costs are at a historically low level (Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development 2011). Moreover, the financial crisis triggered a flight into real and safe assets and contributed to the fact that residential property currently outperforms alternative long-term investment products (Schneider and Wagner 2015) . Despite these favorable (housing market) conditions, in the last years, the positive trend in homeownership does no longer endure and the homeownership rate stagnates by around 45 % in 2014. This can be explained, among others, by the low demand of low-income households. While the homeownership rate of the 20 % richest households increased from 66 to 69 % during the years 2010 to 2014, the rate of those households ranking in the lowest income quintile decreased over the same period and amounts to only 17 % in 2014 (Niehues and Voigtländer 2016) .
Real estate financing takes place via mortgage banks that lend mortgage loans to households planning to purchase a home and use the borrowers' property as collateral. The borrowing conditions in Germany are comparatively strong: On average, German mortgage banks finance 60 to 80 % of the long-term collateral value which is commonly 10 to 15 % below the purchase price (Voigtl¨ander 2009). Thus, a relatively high amount of equity is required to obtain a loan, so that low-income households often are excluded from purchasing own property. Furthermore, due to high-quality standards in housing construction, absolute values of own-occupied houses in Germany are relatively high. This may additionally influence the homeownership rate of low-income households.
In the period from 1994 to 2008, German house prices depreciated, while house prices in most other countries increased substantially. Following the onset of the financial crisis, the patterns have changed significantly. In the majority of countries house prices plummeted, while Germany did not experience any crisis-related price declines. In contrast, German house prices increased slightly, but overall, the housing market was hardly affected (Voigtländer 2014) .
Data and descriptive statistics 4.1 Data
The empirical analysis uses data drawn from the GSOEP which is a yearly repeated representative panel study including German as well as immigrant households. Every year, about 11,000 households and 20,000 individuals are surveyed.
5 As outmigration is not supposed to be negligible, immigrants are oversampled in the GSOEP to ensure that the number of observations in each sample is large enough for analyses of the subsamples on their own. Due to these differences in sampling probabilities, an appropriate weighting of the sample cases is required (Burkhauser et al. 1997; Haisken-DeNew and Frick 2005) . In our descriptive analysis, we use the weighting factors offered by the GSOEP to make the data representative. There are two samples of immigrants in the GSOEP. We employ household level data and define a household as an immigrant household if the household head 8 was born abroad and immigrated to Germany at a certain age. Native households are defined as households where the household head was born in Germany, thus also including second-generation immigrants. 9 Consequently, both types of households can be so called "mixed"
households, where the partner of the household head has a different nativity. A household is classified as an owner if the household head owns the dwelling the household lives in. The information on ownership is collected each year.
5 For an overview of the GSOEP see Wagner et al. (2007) . 6 As these two samples do not sum up all different groups of immigrants living in Germany, the group of immigrants that we study is not necessarily representative for all immigrants living in private households in Germany. 7 For a detailed description of the sampling of sample B and sample D see Haisken-DeNew and Frick (2005) respectively Infratest-SOEP-Gruppe (1996) and Burkhauser et al. (1997) .
8 The head of a household is the person who answers the household-related questionnaire covering information on housing, housing costs and household income and knows best about the general conditions under which the household acts (Haisken-DeNew and Frick 2005) . 9 This definition of the immigration status is in line with the one used in previous studies about immigrants ' homeownership (e. g. Borjas 2002; Constant et al. 2009; Sinning 2010 ).
In the years 2002, 2007 and 2012, wealth on an individual level is available, so that we also know the value of the dwelling and outstanding mortgages.
The probability of homeownership is determined by a variety of variables.
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In common with the homeownership nativity gap literature, we categorize the covariates in three different groups. The first group comprises socio-demographic variables such as age, educational attainment, marital status and employment status, forthcoming to be labelled as individual-specific characteristics. These individual-specific characteristics are reported for the household head. The second group consists of household-specific characteristics like the number of children, household income 11 and household structure. To capture the effect of the household structure, we interact the gender of the household head with the number of persons living in a household; more precisely, we distinguish between living in a single household and living in a multiperson household. The third group is migration-related variables like year of migration (immigration cohort), country of origin, the wish to stay in Germany and German language skills measured by the language that immigrants use most often. These variables are naturally only collected and reported for immigrants. In addition to these three important categories of explanatory variables, we include regional controls to account for geographic clustering which is supposed to be substantial in Germany, since immigrants are more likely to live in big cities where homeownership rates are low (Borjas 2002) . We use the following regional covariates in our analysis: region type and a dummy variable for living in East or West Germany.
12 In addition, we employ a local housing market variable, i. e. regional house prices, to account for the recent volatility and regional diversity in the German housing market. Therefore, we have combined the GSOEP data with metropolitan area level data from the Bulwien Gesa AG. The regional house price index is based on own-occupied dwelling houses in euros per square meter. Since in 1996 the boundaries of the spatial planning regions have changed, we begin our analysis in the year 1996. Due to data availability, we analyze the trend in the homeownership rate of immigrants for the period from 1996 to 2011 excluding the years 2002, 2004 and 2006. 10 A definition of all variables used in the analysis can be found in Table 10 in the Appendix. 11 Economic theory suggests that wealth accumulation is affected by permanent rather than current income. Since the GSOEP does not provide a measure of permanent income, we use current income instead. However, Sinning (2007) shows that the use of a proxy measure of permanent income, in specific, predicted income constructed based on Blau and Graham (1990) , does not affect the results of the empirical analysis substantially. 12 Regional data rely on the concept of "Raumordnungsregionen" (spatial planning regions) of the Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development.
We observe between 5,000 and 9,000 households per year, resulting in a total of 94,463 household-year observations and 18,084 households. Of those, 8,058 household-year observations are that of immigrant households, with 1,720 households. On average, immigrant households are observed 4.6 years during the sample period while natives are observed 5.1 years. Figure 1 presents the evolution of the homeownership rate of foreign-born and native-born households in Germany over the sample period from 1996 to 2011.
Descriptive statistics
First of all, we see that the homeownership rate of natives is significantly larger than that of immigrant households indicating a substantial nativity homeownership gap over the whole period. The average homeownership rate of natives amounts to roughly 38 %, whereas that of immigrants only amounts to 10 % in 1996. However, as the homeownership rate of immigrants increases more than that of natives, especially over the last five years, there is a convergence of the homeownership rate of foreign-born households towards that of native households over time. Secondly, we observe a clear time pattern with regard to the evolution of homeownership rates which justifies a division of the sample period into three shorter time to 2011. For descriptive convenience, in the following, we will refer to these periods as period one, two, and three, respectively. In the first period, the homeownership rate of both natives and immigrants increases slightly, in particular by around 2 % points. While in the second period from 2001 to 2005, the homeownership rate of natives decreases, that of immigrants increases by more than 6 % points to around 20 %, so that there is already a convergence of their homeownership rates during that time. In the last period from 2007 to 2011, we observe the largest changes in homeownership rates. The homeownership rate of natives and immigrants increases, but that of immigrants exhibits a much steeper slope, so that homeownership rates continue to converge. Overall, the homeownership gap decreases from around 28 to 13 % points, but still remains substantial. These observations are confirmed by Table 1 which presents the average characteristics of immigrants and natives over the period from 1996 to 2011. In order to increase the sample size, we pooled the data for the three periods introduced above. A descriptive analysis of the sample reveals that in all 3 periods, on average, the percentage of natives who are older than 60 years is significantly higher than the percentage of immigrants in that age group. In the younger and middle age groups (17-30 and 31-60 years respectively), the share of immigrants is higher (with the exception of the youngest age group in the third period). While the share of both immigrants and natives in the youngest age group declines over the sample period, that in the middle age group almost stagnates and that in the oldest age group increases substantially. The average immigrant is more likely to be married (63 vs. 42 % in the third period) and employed (62 vs. 56 % in the third period) compared to the average native, but the percentage of married as well as employed household heads of both groups decreases over the sample period.
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With regard to educational attainment, the differences between immigrants and natives are substantial in that natives are much better educated. 50 % of immigrants for example have less than a high school diploma in the first time period, while the corresponding percentage of natives only amounts to 17 %. However, immigrants catch up in education over time.
With regard to household-specific characteristics, we find that on average, the majority of both immigrant and native households are multiperson households with a male household head, but that the share is much larger for immigrants than for natives (64 % for immigrants vs. 42 % for natives in the first time period). While for immigrants, the second highest share are multiperson households with a female household head (16 % in the first time period), for natives it is single households with a female household head (24 % in the first time period). Additionally, we find that the average immigrant household has more kids. With regard to income, descriptives show that on average immigrants are more likely to rank in the lower middle half of the income distribution than natives, while in the fourth and fifth income quintile, the percentage of natives is higher. The picture is relatively stable over time.
A descriptive analysis of regional variables shows that nearly all immigrants in our sample live in West Germany (roughly 98 %) and more than two thirds live in urban areas, while the percentage of immigrants living in rural areas is relatively small and only amounts to around 10 %. Over the sample period, there is no significant change of this picture.
The majority of natives also lives in West Germany (80 %) and urban areas (55 %), but the respective shares of natives are smaller compared to immigrants.
The last group of covariates, i. e. migration-related characteristics, reveals interesting insights into the composition of the immigration characteristics of the population and its change over time.
In our sample, the majority of immigrants immigrated to Germany before 1976 (48 % in the first period), so that the majority has been for a long time in Germany already. While only 14 % of immigrants came between 1976 to 1985, 37 % immigrated between 1986 and 1995. The percentage that immigrated later is negligible in the first time period. Over time, the percentage of immigrants in the sample who immigrated between 1996 and 2005 has significantly increased and amounts to 13 % in the third time period. Around 30 % of immigrants are born in countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) and about 23 % are born in EU countries or in Turkey respectively. Whereas the percentage of immigrants coming from CEE countries has slightly increased over the sample period, that of EU countries almost stagnated and that with Turkish origin has declined by more than 6 % points. The percentage of immigrants with Ex-Yugoslavian origin amounts to roughly 17 % in the first time period, but also declined over time.
Results show that around 42 % of immigrants mostly speak German and more than one third speaks German and the language of their home country equally often in the first time period. While the share of those speaking mostly German has increased from 42 % to around 48 %, the share of those mostly speaking the language of their home country has decreased from 19 to 14 % over the considered time period.
Moreover, we find that 67 % of immigrants wish to stay in Germany in the first time period and that this share has increased by 7 % points over the sample period, resulting in around 74 % wishing to stay in the last period.
These facts might be a first piece of evidence in favor of cultural assimilation and commitment to the host country's society.
Methodology

Probit regression
In line with Sinning (2010) among others, we use a binary probit model to investigate the determinants of the homeownership probability. The dependent variable is the latent index of household h, H * h . If it is positive, the homeownership indicator H h takes on the value of one. The model of the homeownership decision assumes the probability of owning a home to be a function of individual-specific characteristics, X ind , household-specific characteristics, X hh , regional characteristics of the household, X reg , as well as of migration-related characteristics, X mig . The variables included in these vectors are those described in detail in Section 4. With ε h representing the standard normal error term, it follows that
Naturally, the migration-related variables are zero for natives. In latent binary regression models, the estimated coefficients do not quantify the influence of the covariates on the probability that the dependent variable takes on the value one.
It is necessary to compute marginal effects. 14 In specific, we calculate the means of marginal effects.
Fairlie decomposition
To analyze the driving forces of the observed increase in the homeownership rate of immigrants, we decompose the change over time into an endowment and a residual effect using the methodology proposed by Fairlie (2005) . This method adjusts the well known Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition to the case of binary dependent variables. 15 We decompose homeownership rate differences between two points of time, t + 1 and t, as
where h = 1, . . . , N t and h = 1, . . . , N t + 1 is the number of households in year t and year t + 1, respectively. The vector X includes the sample means of the variables.
The coefficients β t and β t + 1 are estimated by two separate probit models. F is the cumulative standard normal distribution and F(Xβ) is the predicted homeownership probability at given values of X.
is the counter-factual probability to be a homeowner given the characteristics in period t if they were evaluated with the coefficients of period t + 1.
The first term in brackets, Δ X , is the endowment effect that reflects how much of the change over time can be explained by a change in the average characteristics of immigrants. The second term in brackets, Δ C , is the residual effect which captures the contribution of the change in the weights that the individual characteristics have on the choice of homeownership (Coulson and Dalton 2010) . In the standard application of the Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition of average wages between men and women, the residual effect is usually interpreted as discrimination. If for example men have higher returns to education than women, their wage benefit of an additional year of education is higher and this is often explained by discrimination against women. In the context of our analysis, the residual effect can be interpreted as follows: A decrease in the returns of income for example would mean that the importance of income in determining homeownership has weakened and that differences in homeownership rates between income groups decrease over time. This may be due to a change in macroeconomic conditions that mitigate the role of income in determining homeownership.
The residual effect additionally includes a change in unobservable factors. A major claim of this kind of decomposition is that the residual effect is biased if unobservable factors are correlated with the independent variables (Fairlie 2005; Fitzenberger and Sommerfeld 2015) . This makes it quite difficult to interpret it. We come to this later when discussing our results.
As we decompose differences of an outcome over time, our "group" variables are defined by years. Hence, we decompose the change in the homeownership rate between period one and two and between period two and three, respectively.
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The reference period in our decomposition is the time period with the higher homeownership rate which is in both cases the respective later period. Thus, the characteristics of the first time period are evaluated at the coefficients of the second time period and for the second decomposition, the characteristics of time period two are evaluated at the coefficients of time period three.
As results may be sensitive to the choice of the reference group, we additionally run robustness checks for different reference groups.
We do not only want to investigate the contribution of the overall explained part to the observed increase in the homeownership rate, but also the contribution of certain covariates separately.
We follow Fairlie (2005) who decomposes the explained part by a matching procedure. The contribution of a component is calculated by replacing the distribution of that component in one time period with the distribution of the same component in the following time period. The contribution of the individual-specific characteristics of immigrants for example can be expressed as follows
Analogous to eq. (3) we can calculate the contribution of the other groups of covariates.
Since the matching procedure requires equal sample sizes in both time periods, a random subsample of the time period with the larger sample size is used.
As the results of the detailed decomposition may vary with the order of switching the distributions, Fairlie (2005) proposes to run some robustness checks by varying the ordering of variables. However, note that the contribution of the overall explained part is not affected by the ordering of the covariates.
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6 Empirical results
Determinants of homeownership
Using the sample pooled over all years, we estimate two probit models, one for natives and one for immigrants. Regression results are reported in Table 2 . To facilitate the interpretation, we show the means of marginal effects along with associated standard errors.
We see that most of the variables are statistically significant and mostly consistent with both economic theory and existing empirical results. The estimates suggest that age, marital status and income play a crucial role in determining homeownership for immigrants and natives. The positive marginal effects of these variables are very large and significant, mostly on the one percent level. The older natives and immigrants are, the higher their probability of owning a home. While age is more important for natives in determining homeownership, income is more important in explaining immigrants' homeownership status. For the relationship of income and homeownership, we observe the following pattern: Marginal effects are positive and significant for both groups, indicating that households with relatively higher income levels are more likely to own a home. An immigrant who is in the top 20 % of income earners has a 34 % point higher probability to own a home compared to an immigrant who is in the bottom income quintile. The equivalent marginal effect for natives amounts to 33 % points. The estimates further show a positive relationship between educational attainment of the household head and the probability of homeownership for both natives and immigrants.
The number of children is positively correlated with homeownership prospects. We see that immigrant households with a female household head have a higher probability of owning a house than those with a male household head. For natives this effect tends to indicate the opposite. However, in a specification that additionally controls for the partner's characteristics, female and male households are no longer statistically significantly different (see Table 11 in the Appendix).
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The employment status does not seem to have a significant impact on homeownership at all which might be induced by the fact that income is included in the regression and absorbs the effect of employment.
Further, results reveal that for immigrants, locational variables play a minor role in determining homeownership, while for natives the effect of living in West Germany and the effect of the region type is statistically significant. In particular, living in West Germany increases the homeownership probability of natives by 11 % points and living in urbanized or urban areas decreases the homeownership probability with respect to living in rural areas by 3.2 and 14.4 % points, respectively. Although small, the effect of house prices on the probability of owning a home is negative and significant for immigrants, indicating that an increase in housing costs reduces their probability of owning a home.
With regard to the effect of migration-related characteristics, we find that immigration cohort effects all have the expected sign, but that the marginal effect for the cohort 1976 to 1985 is statistically insignificant.
19 By contrast, the negative marginal effect of the immigration cohort 1996 to 2005 is significant on the one percent level, indicating that immigrants of the youngest cohort are by 24.2 % points less likely to own a home than those immigrants that immigrated to Germany before 1976 (reference group). The country of origin seems to be of minor importance for the explanation of immigrants' homeownership probability, since only immigrants from OECD or EU countries seem to have a higher homeownership probability than those from CEE countries (reference group). Immigrant households who plan to stay in Germany have a 7.2 % point higher probability to own a house or apartment than comparable immigrants who plan to return to their home country. Finally, migrants who speak mostly the language of their home country (as compared to speak mostly German) are less likely to own a house.
Decomposition results
Decomposition results for the change in the homeownership rate of immigrants are reported in Table 3 . 20 The decomposition of the change in the homeownership rate between period one (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) and period two (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) shows that endowment as well as residual effects nearly equally contribute to the 8 % point increase of the homeownership rate (Table 3 , columns 2 and 3). The endowment effect explains about 46 % points. By including migration-related variables, the endowment effect's explanatory power rises to 55 %.
For the change between periods two (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) and three (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) , we can observe a quite different pattern (Table 3 , columns 4 and 5). Although the homeownership rate increased by nearly the same amount as in the first observation period (by 8.8 % points), the contribution of the endowment effect to this change is almost zero. The endowment effect becomes even negative if migration-related variables are included. This means that characteristics that positively affect the 20 Decomposition results for natives can be found in Table 13 in the Appendix. As a robustness check, we decomposed the change between individual years instead of pooling. Table 14 in the Appendix shows the results if we base our estimation on the individual years of the beginning, the middle or the end of each period. In addition, we estimated the change over the whole period, i. e. the change between 1996 and 2011. probability of homeownership decreased over time. Thus, the homeownership rate of immigrants would have increased even more if all characteristics of immigrants would not have changed. By splitting the endowment effect into the contribution of groups of variables, we can see that the largest part of the increase between periods one and two can be attributed to a change in migration-related characteristics (22 %). The contribution of the individual-specific and household-specific characteristics is high, too (19 respectively 17 %). In contrast, the trend of the regional allocation has a negative impact on the increase in the homeownership rate.
Again, results for the change between periods two and three show a different picture: the change in individual-specific and migration-related characteristics contributes only 4 and 6 % respectively to the overall increase in the homeownership rate during this time period. The dominant contribution is a change in household-specific characteristics that negatively influenced the increase in the homeownership rate of immigrants.
A decomposition of the explained part into the contribution of each single variable reveals more interesting insights: Table 4 shows that the change that contributed mostly to the 8-percentage-point-increase in the homeownership rate in the first decomposition is an increase in the share of top-income households. Other factors that have a high positive explanatory power are an increase of the share of immigrants from EU countries and of those who want to stay in Germany. Among the individual-specific characteristics, the share of immigrants in the highest age as well as education group have to be emphasized as driving factors.
The negative contribution of household-specific characteristics in the second decomposition is highly driven by a decrease in income. The characteristics that have a high contribution in the first decomposition have no or less explanatory power in the second decomposition.
By subtracting the explained part from the difference, we get the residual effect. In the first decomposition, it accounts for about 50 % and in the second one, it even accounts for over 100 %. 21 The Fairlie decomposition does not allow for a detailed decomposition of the residual effect. Thus, unfortunately, we can not distinguish between the impact of a change in the slope coefficients for the variables and a pure time trend that is reflected by the constant term. Both factors are included in the residual effect (Fairlie 2005; Fitzenberger et al. 2011) . Additionally, we do not know which slope coefficients really have changed. An increase in the slope coefficients of given characteristics would reflect a divergence in the homeownership rate at these characteristics (Fitzenberger et al. 2011) .
All unobservable factors that changed during the time period are included in the constant term (Fitzenberger and Sommerfeld 2015) . Thus, if the constant shifted upwards, some factors that determine homeownership probability, but that are unobservable to the researcher, did change in the last decade. Such macroeconomic changes or time period effects could bias the residual effect upwards. To shed more light on this issue, one may look at how the homeownership rate of immigrants developed relative to that of natives (Borjas 1985; Smith and Welch 1989) . Table 5 shows how the homeownership rate of immigrants changed relative to the change of natives' homeownership rate. Due to the higher increase in the homeownership rate of immigrants compared to that of natives, the (unconditional) nativity gap has closed over the last years (by 1.6 % points during the first two time periods and by 6.7 % points between periods two and three). It is possible to decompose the change of the nativity gap over time using a method by Smith and Welch (1989) . 22 The change of the nativity gap can be decomposed into four effects.
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The first effect reflects how characteristics of immigrants and natives converged or diverged over time and how much this contributed to the change of the nativity gap in homeownership rates. The negative value of the characteristics effect shows that natives gained relative to immigrants in terms of characteristics and that this negatively contributed to the narrowing of the nativity gap in homeownership. This is true for both decompositions though in the first decomposition, the (negative) explanatory power is considerably higher.
The other three effects are more complicated to interpret. The year interaction effect reflects how the returns to given characteristics for natives have changed. It has a negative contribution and thus shows that on average, the returns to characteristics in which natives are better than immigrants increased. The group interaction effect is positive and contributes 52 % to the narrowing of the nativity gap. The group interaction is positive if those characteristics of immigrants increase where immigrants have higher returns than natives. The last effect, the group-year interaction effect, also has a positive contribution. This reflects a convergence in coefficients between natives and immigrants, or put differently, immigrants' returns to characteristics improved relative to that of natives. 22 Note that this method was developed for linear models only, so that the estimated coefficients come from OLS regressions. 23 For the formula of the decomposition see the Appendix.
Discussion
One possible explanatory factor for the high residual effect of immigrants explaining almost 100 % of the increase of their homeownership rate in the second time period, might be the prevailing levels of wealth. First, there could have been an exogenous increase in net wealth due to inheritances for example. This could have increased the homeownership rate if immigrants would have decided to invest their wealth in housing property. Second, there could have been binding borrowing constraints which have been lifted due to loose monetary policy. 24 As shown in the literature review, on average, immigrants have significantly less wealth than natives, so that constraints are more likely to bind for immigrants than for natives, meaning that immigrants did not have sufficient liquid wealth for the minimum down payment.
Due to loose monetary policy and the resulting low mortgage interest rates, borrowing became more affordable and might have enabled credit-constrained immigrants to acquire housing equity.
Unfortunately, in our analysis we are not able to control for wealth due to reverse causality between wealth and homeownership: If wealth of homeowners would have risen during the observation period due to an increase in the value of their houses, the effect of wealth in the decomposition would have been overestimated.
Another contributing factor may be tastes which are also identified as a determinant of the homeownership probability in the literature (Bourassa et al. 2015) . While the value of the houses in immigrants' home countries often is lower, homeownership rates are usually higher than in Germany. As theory predicts that parental tenure choice positively affects the child's ownership decision (Di Salvo and Ermisch 1997) , immigrants are likely to have higher preferences for building home equity and in contrast to natives may prefer homeownership over other types of assets. Moreover, changes in the macroeconomic environment, in particular the financial crisis and the associated uncertainty, might have affected immigrants' and natives' saving behavior differently.
Another possible factor might have been the entry into force of the Immigration Act 25 in January 2005. The law regulates the admission of foreign workers and signals openness and tolerance towards immigrants. Highly-qualified 24 Borrowing constraints have been identified as one of the most important determinants in the tenure choice literature (Jones 1989; Linnemann and Wachter 1989; Haurin et al. 1996; Haurin et al. 1997; Bourassa et al. 2015) . 25 See the "Aufenthaltsgesetz" for details.
immigrant workers, self-employed foreigners and foreign students are now allowed to stay permanently and do not have to leave the country after some years given that they meet specific requirements. This can be interpreted as a turnaround in the integration policy of the German government, as Germany does no longer see itself as a temporary destination for immigrants, but aims at attracting highly-qualified immigrants and integrating newcomers into society. Thus, the law may have reduced uncertainties about the future in the host country with regard to the permission to stay. Besides, immigrants may feel more welcome in Germany and consequently may reconsider and adapt future plans. Finally, the high residual effect may simply stem from discrimination at mortgage and housing markets which can be characterized by higher credit barriers, a denial of access to prime mortgages or a denial to sale the desired houses to immigrants. Ladd (1998) for example finds evidence that mortgage lenders in the US discriminate against minorities and Apgar and Calder (2005) find that low-income and minority borrowers do not have access to the same mortgages as high-income borrowers.
Robustness checks
As the detailed decomposition may be sensitive to the choice of the ordering of variables (Fairlie 2005) , we checked the robustness of our findings by using different orderings. Results are shown in Table 6 . In column 2, the original ordering used in the decomposition in the previous subsection is reported indicating nearly equal contributions of migration-related, individual-specific and household-specific characteristics. Column 3 shows the results if we reverse the ordering, columns 4-6 experiment with different orderings, so that each characteristic is the first in the ordering once in a time. Column 7 shows results if we randomize the ordering as proposed by Fairlie (2005) .
We see that our previous results do not hold if we change the ordering. We find high contributions of characteristics that are the first in the ordering to change in the detailed decomposition. This is true for both decompositions. This indicates a high correlation between the variables since the detailed decomposition is path-dependent (Fairlie 2005) . As the randomized ordering takes the average results over all possible variable orders, it is our preferred specification. According to the results of the randomized ordering, household-specific characteristics are the largest factor in explaining the increase of immigrants' homeownership rate in the first period (19 %). Individual-specific characteristics explain 13 %, migration-related variables explain about 10 % of the total increase in the homeownership rate during 1996 and 2005 and the change in regional variables accounts for 13 %. In the second time period from 2001 to 2011, household-specific and migration-related characteristics negatively contribute to the increase in the homeownership rate if we rely on the randomized ordering.
As an additional robustness check, we divided the explained part into the contribution of each single variable also with a randomized ordering (see Table 7 ). The main difference to the original ordering is that the contribution of the share of immigrants from EU countries decreases and that it even becomes negative in the randomized ordering. The most important single contribution is the increase of the share in the highest income quintiles. The positive contribution of regional characteristics is mainly driven by a change in housing prices.
We also checked the robustness of our results with regard to the choice of a different reference group. In the main regression, we used the period with the higher homeownership rate as reference group. Table 8 shows results of the aggregate decomposition when using the period with the lower homeownership rate (column 3) or using the pooled model as reference (column 4). The pooled model weights the characteristics with the coefficients that are estimated from a pooled model where all years between 1996 and 2005 for the first decomposition and between 2001 and 2011 for the second decomposition are pooled in one regression including a time period dummy. Our results are quite robust to the change of the reference group. In the first decomposition, the endowment effect decreases slightly when taking the estimated coefficients from the 1996 to 2000 period as reference. The explanatory power of the endowment effect in the second decomposition also decreases (in absolute terms), in particular, to −2 % of the change in the homeownership rate. While in the second decomposition, the explanatory power of the endowment effect in the pooled model decreases to zero, in the first decomposition, it decreases only slightly by one percentage point.
Housing quality
So far, our results suggest that the homeownership rate of immigrants follows a positive trend and that the homeownership gap has narrowed over the last years. However, an increase in homeownership must not necessarily reflect a catching up of immigrants in the housing market. Drever and Clark (2002) show that in Germany, there is a large nativity gap in housing quality, too. If the increase in the homeownership rate is at the expense of the quality of houses, the development cannot be considered as entirely positive. To examine if the sharp increase in immigrants' homeownership rate has been accompanied by a change in housing quality, this section is devoted to investigating the trend in housing quality of immigrant homeowners.
The GSOEP provides quite detailed information on the quality of dwellings. We employ four quality measures: the condition of the dwelling, the feeling of being overcrowded, an objective measure of overcrowding and the property value of the dwelling. 26 To measure the condition of the dwelling, we construct a dummy variable that equals one if the condition is good and zero if renovations are necessary. The subjective feeling of being overcrowded is coded one if the dwelling space is too small or somewhat too small. The objective measure is calculated by using information on the square meters of the dwelling and the number of persons living in the household. Following Constant et al. (2009), we do not use a measure that divides square meters by the number of persons, but take positive economies of scale into account. We use the Cologne Scale to calculate the minimum space a household needs, dependent on the number of persons living in the household. According to the Cologne Scale, a one-person household for example is required to have at minimum 47.5 square meters. We then calculate the objective crowding index by dividing square meters by the minimum space needed. Hence, an index of one means that the household's space equals the minimum standard. A value that is higher (lower) than one means that the household has more (fewer) space than needed. The value of the dwelling is only observable for the years 2002, 2007 and 2012. As the value is self-assessed by respondents, this variable may be prone to measurement errors. Figure 2 shows the evolution of these quality measures for immigrant and native home owning households in Germany over the period from 1996 to 2011. We can observe that overall, the quality of immigrants' dwellings is somewhat lower than that of natives, but that it has slightly improved during the observation period. However, there is no convergence of the groups' housing quality, as the quality of natives' dwellings has improved almost equally. Around 14 % of immigrant homeowners feel overcrowded. While this percentage and self-reported property values remain fairly constant over the period under consideration, the share of immigrants' dwellings which are in good condition has increased by around 14 % points from 1996 to 2011 and the crowding index has improved by more than 0.2 points. Table 9 reports regression results with regard to the determinants of housing quality. Results suggest that homeownership increases the quality of housing as estimated by all quality measures. The probability of owners to live in a dwelling which has a good condition for example is roughly 10 % points higher than that of tenants. Results further show that native tenants are more likely to live in a high-quality house than immigrant tenants. Immigrants are more likely to feel overcrowded and also objectively have less living space. Immigrants seem not to be able to catch up to natives with regard to their dwellings' quality by a transition to ownership, except for the third observation period and the condition-of-the-dwelling-measure, where we find that ownership improves the condition of the dwelling more for immigrants than for natives. With regard to the crowding index, we even see that the housing quality of immigrants relative to that of natives decreases by a transition to ownership. There is still a remarkable nativity gap in housing quality even among homeowners which remained relatively constant over time. The nativity gap is especially pronounced with regard to overcrowding as measured by both the subjective feeling of being overcrowded and the objective crowding index. Accordingly, overcrowding seems to be a relevant problem that particularly concerns immigrants.
Conclusion
The review of the literature on immigrants' homeownership has highlighted two major points: First, immigrants are significantly less likely to own a home, so that there is a substantial nativity gap in homeownership rates. In Germany for example, it accounts for about 20 to 30 % points over the period from 1984 to 2006 even after controlling for a variety of characteristics (Sinning 2010) . Second, there is a convergence of the homeownership rate of foreign-born households towards that of native-born households over time. However, this evidence is mainly found for the US (Bostic and Surette 2001; Coulson and Dalton 2010) .
As studies about immigrants' homeownership in Germany are scant, there is relatively little known about its evolution in Germany and the driving forces behind it. However, in the light of potential impacts of homeownership on the economic performance and integration success of immigrants, a deeper understanding of the explanatory factors is useful (Andrews and Caldera Sánchez 2011) .
Due to the specific characteristics and constitution of the German housing market, results for other countries can hardly be transferred to the case of Germany.
Just recently, the homeownership rate of immigrants has increased by more than 20 % points and thus exhibited by far the largest increase over the last decades.
To shed light on this remarkable increase of immigrants' homeownership rate in Germany, we subdivide the time period from 1996 to 2011 into three shorter time periods (1996-2000, 2001-2005 and 2007-2011) and decompose the time trend between periods one and two, respectively between periods two and three, into an endowment and a residual effect using the non-linear decomposition method based on Fairlie (2005) . In both time periods (1996-2005 and 2001-2011) , the homeownership rate of immigrants has increased by a similar amount, in specific by roughly 8 % points. Decomposition results suggest that about 50 % of the increase in immigrants' homeownership rate within the time period from 1996 to 2005 can be explained by characteristics, especially by individualspecific characteristics like age and education.
Although average characteristics of immigrants that are positively correlated with homeownership probability, such as age and education, also improved within the second time period from 2001 to 2011, the endowment effect in the second decomposition is even negative. Thus, the sharp increase in the homeownership rate cannot be explained by a change in specific characteristics of immigrants during that time. Integration measures such as the wish to stay in Germany or language skills also have improved significantly during the observation period, but their explanatory power for the increase in immigrants' homeownership rate is relatively low in the second decomposition. Instead, it is the high residual effect of immigrants that mainly contributes to the sharp increase.
The fact that there is a substantial part of the time trend that can not be explained by observable individual-specific or household-specific characteristics fits to previous findings. For the US, Bostic and Surette (2001) as well as Coulson and Dalton (2010) argue that the observed increase in the homeownership rate of minorities is mainly due to a change in the tenure choice process. Bostic and Surette (2001) show that this is particularly true for low-income households and conclude that favorable economic circumstances have a strong influence on homeownership decisions, especially for low-income households. Moreover, Andrews and Caldera Ś anchez (2011) conclude that for many OECD countries, the increase in aggregated homeownership rates is the result of a relaxation of mortgage loan constraints and of policy measures affecting the affordability of housing.
Although we cannot directly control for the effect of such changes in our analysis, the high residual effect of immigrants, especially in the second decomposition where the homeownership rate exhibited its sharp increase, suggests that recent macroeconomic trends are likely to have positively influenced the probability of immigrants to generate housing property in Germany. In particular, we are tempted to conclude that one important factor was the expansive monetary policy. The extremely low interest rates are likely to have lifted credit constraints for immigrant low-wealth households which is in line with the reasoning of Andrews and Caldera Sánchez (2011) .
To shed more light on the effect of recent changes on the credit market and in particular to verify the hypothesis of the relaxation of borrowing constraints, it would be interesting to investigate the trend in homeownership rates by income and/or wealth groups separately, which might be subject for a followup study of the analysis at hand.
Institutional and legal changes such as the entry into force of the German Immigration Act in 2005 are likely to have contributed to the sharp increase in immigrants' homeownership rate as well. As these explanations cannot be tested in the present analysis, further research on unexplained factors is needed.
In summary, nowadays, immigrant households with the same characteristics as in the year 2000 have a higher probability of owning the property they live in.
With regard to the aging immigrant population and the high pressure on the public pension system in Germany, this seems to be good news. Housing wealth contributes to provide sufficient retirement provision and therewith to relieve the social welfare system. Moreover, our results suggest that homeownership increases housing quality and that immigrants may improve the condition of their dwellings even more than natives by switching from tenant to ownership status.
Though the nativity gap in housing quality has not significantly narrowed as housing quality of native homeowners increased almost equally, we conclude that overall, there is evidence for a slight catching up of immigrants in the housing market.
In a follow-up study, it would be interesting to investigate the trend in the homeownership rate and the quality of dwellings of second generation immigrants and to see if it follows the same positive trend, or if there are differences in the evolution and in the factors driving it. 
